UNITED

MECHANICAL

To Whom it May Concern,

Just like to start by saying WOW are you guys kidding us? It is unbelievable that once again this Board is trying to push
thru Terra Vi just like the YUC. This is a crazy busy time of year so even for the mountain people to find the time to
write more letters of concern that you will obviously ignore and continue not representing any of us as displayed prior. |
along with the rest of my Flanery Family are requesting an extension for some real work to be done with the EIR not to
mention the list of issues brought before that were ignored. Hopefully, you see how blatant this is to the community that
your board made promises and are trying to fulfill them before leaving the Board this is shameful. Please send reply
that this was received, and presented for extension.

Bill Flanery

Email : bflanery@umii.com

Cell# 510-246-5655
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Quincy Yaley

From: Mary Beth Campbell <mb@boomerangproject.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 9:00 AM

To: Quincy Yaley

Cc: Natalie Rizzi

Subject: Terra Vi

Tuolumne County Planning Commission
2 South Green Street, Second Floor
Sonora, CA 95370

Attn: Quincy Yaley
gyaley@co.tuolumne.ca.us

To the Planning Commission:

The Final EIR for Terra Vi is not only deficient, it also includes a mass of new information that differentiates substantially
from the DEIR; as such, the FEIR should not be certified at this meeting tonight, rather it should be revised and circulated
with a week’s extension to absorbe the changes.

Given the limited time the public has had to review 3000 pages worth of documents including the significant changes
made, the FEIR meets the following CEQA requirements prompting recirculation and further review, these are:

(1) information showing a new, substantial environmental impact resulting either from the project or from a mitigation
measure; (2) information showing a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact not mitigated to a
level of insignificance; (3) information showing a feasible alternative or mitigation measure that clearly would lessen the
environmental impacts of a project and the project proponent declines to adopt the mitigation measure.

For instance:

1) The applicant has added to the final EIR an 80-page supplemental noise analysis, including analyses of the 15 noise-
sensitive receptors near the Project site, in other words the immediate residential neighbors; this is new information
that needs more to time to be reviewed.

2) The wastewater system has been reengineered, changing from a wastewater treatment and disposal system to an
onsite wastewater treatment system; this is an entirely different approach and requires more onsite use and disposal of
wastewater, again, this is new information and the environmental impacts are not clearly known because it was not in
the DEIR.

3) The proposed helipad has been moved to a new location with no indication that it is actually a feasible alternative and
thus, no real mitigations proposed for its new location were explored.
There is simply no time to adequately research the new information for each of these areas.

Beyond those issues, this final EIR finds that this project will have “less than significant impacts” in every single area
except one, the use of the helipad. And, yet, when the EIR is really studied, these findings lie on shaky ground.



Two of the most profound deficiencies are found in the areas of wildfire and water.

WILDFIRE RESPONSE TIME
The final EIR fails to sufficiently mitigate the lack of adequate wildfire response and support in regards to emergency
services and response times.

Instead, the EIR states that poor response times and lack of services are an “existing condition and not an effect caused
by the project”. In other words, the final EIR asserts that because the project is not the cause of the problem, it is
therefore not responsible to acknowledge or do anything about the problem. This is irresponsible. Just because the
project isn’t causing the problem doesn’t mean it shouldn’t be compelled to acknowledge that fact that it is
compounding the problem and thus, should do something to mitigate it. And, in regards to mitigation, the EIR points to
mitigation measure PS-1 for this case, which amounts to the training of on-site personnel in the use fire extinguishers,
requiring two emergency personnel on site at all times and ensuring adequate PPE is available. This is not nearly enough
mitigation in the face of a true wildfire emergency.

WATER QUALITY AND SUPPLY

In regards to water quality and supply, again, the FEIR findings are that the impacts will be “less than significant” despite
the fact that the FEIR failed to provide support of its conclusion that the Project’s proposed wastewater treatment
system and leach field would not cause significant impacts to groundwater quality; it also failed to evaluate the potential
for Project wastewater to contaminate drinking water wells serving nearby residences. The FEIR does not evaluate the
efficacy of the proposed wastewater treatment plant’s treatment and disinfection processes, and fails to analyze
whether the use of recycled/treated wastewater for irrigation could discharge contaminants that could degrade surface
and groundwater quality. Furthermore, it does not evaluate the amount of excess wastewater discharge or the potential
impacts of that discharge.

Perhaps, however, the most glaring fault of the FEIR, is its many inconsistencies with the County’s own General Plan in a
variety of areas including:

UTILITIES AND INFRASTUCTURE
The General Plan’s Goal 3A requires that the County “establish standards for water service for new development and
protect the quality and quantity of existing supplies of ground and surface water.”

Specifically, under this goal, Policy 3.A.2 further states that the County will:

“Require new commercial development to be served by public water systems, except for development in areas
designated as Special Commercial on the General Plan land use diagrams.”

The County countered this comment in the DEIR with the claim that the project actually IS permitted on this land
because, “commercial use is allowed on the project site per the existing General Plan land use designation (Parks and
Recreation) and zoning (Commercial Recreation).”

This is simply not true, it is a substantial error in land use interpretation and a fatal flaw in this FEIR.

The zoning of these parcels of land is Commercial Recreation/Open Space (C-K &0) and its land use designation on
County diagrams is Parks and Recreation (R/P). This land DOES NOT have a land use designation of Special Commercial
(SC), which 3.A.2 clearly states is a requirement to build such a development.

Special Commercial is a distinctly different category from Parks and Recreation, for instance, Berkeley Camp is ZONED C-
K & O, just like the Sawmill Mountain parcels, however, its land designation is Special Commercial. This is the distinction
that allows Berkeley Camp to have a private water system.



























